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could then alarm the people, it was the fact of firing, not neces-
sarily the number killed. And the fact of firing is not denied.
As to the number, the newspapers including the Anglo-Indian
Press had different versions. The learned judge dismisses the plea
that other respectable papers contained about the same state-
ments that the Pratap did, I submit that it was a relevant plea
in order to establish the defendant's bona fides with a view to show-
ing that he had reasonable grounds for believing the statements
he published* The second statement made by the accused is, "It
cannot be denied that most who were killed or wounded were
innocent/* Lala Radha Krishna in his petition pertinently observes
that "the Delhi authorities themselves took thb view and in order
to provide for the innocent sufferers in the riots opened a public
fund". Let me add to this that no attempt was made by the
Crown to show that even one man killed or wounded among the
crowd was guilty of any act of violence himself. The court seems
merely to have relied upon the fact that those who were killed
were "members of a violent and dangerous mob". That fact does
not necessarily prove that those actually killed were guilty of viol-
ence nor has the accused in his articles complained that the in-
nocent suffered with the guilty, His complaint naturally was
that the firing was at all resorted to.
It is now necessary to examine the rule under which the accused
was charged* Lala Raclha Krishna was charged under sub-clause
(a) of sub-section I of Rule 25, In order to establish the guilt of
the accused, it is necessary to prove
(a)    that the statement is false;
(b)    that the accused "has no reasonable ground to be-
lieve it to be true**;
(c)    that it is published "with intent to cause*' or it "is
likely to cause fear or alarm to the public'*,
It has been made abundantly clear in the foregoing that the
statements have not been proved to be false, and that even if they
were, it has not been proved that the accused "had no reason-
able ground for believing them to be proved1'* On the contrary
the defence statement gives clearly the grounds of his belief and
lastly the prosecution never proved that there was any "intent to
cause fear or alarm", or that "there was likely to be any fear
or alarm to the public* we are satisfied that the publishing and
circulating of these false statements did actually cause fear and
alarm 'to the public." Lala Radha Krishna observes on this
"The prosecution witnesses were unable to cite any specific